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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
The district court dismissed the State's appeals from the dismissal of its
complaints against John Huey Daniels at the preliminary hearing stage.

The State

appealed the district court's order dismissing the appeals. Mr. Daniels asserts that the
district court correctly dismissed the State's appeals because Idaho law establishes that
the State has no right to appeal from the dismissal of a criminal complaint at the
preliminary hearing stage.

Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
In Canyon County No. CR 2009-16551 (hereinafter, the 2009 case), the State
filed a Criminal Complaint alleging that Mr. Daniels had committed the crime of principal
to damage or destruction of insured property, felony, in violation of I.C. §§ 41-294 and
18-204. (R., pp.9-10.) Mr. Daniels had allegedly arranged to have a friend's minivan
set on fire so the friend could collect the insurance money, although he did not
personally set the fire. (See R., p.5.) The complaint alleged that the crime occurred on
or around April 4, 2008 to April 11, 2008. (R., p.10.)
The complaint and arrest warrant in the 2009 case were both filed on May 15,
2009. (R., pp.9-12.) However, the arrest warrant in the 2009 case was not served until
September 15, 2013.

(R., p.15.)

For most of the time between May 2009 and

1

September 2013, Mr. Daniels was incarcerated in Idaho. (See Response Brief, Feb. 14,
2014,pp.1

)1

At the preliminary hearing in the 2009 case, held on November

2013, the

magistrate found no probable cause and dismissed the complaint. (R., pp.26-27.) On
the same day, the State refiled the Criminal Complaint under a new case number,
Canyon County No. CR 2013-26916 (hereinafter, the 2013 case). (R., pp.45-46.) At
the preliminary hearing in the 2013 case, a different magistrate found no probable
cause and dismissed the complaint. (R., pp.56-57.)
The State then filed in the district court Notices of Appeal from the magistrates'
orders dismissing the complaints in both cases.

(R., pp.28-29, 58-59.) The district

court subsequently issued Conditional Notices of Dismissal in both cases, ordering the
State to show cause why its appeals should not be dismissed under the holding of
State v. Loomis, 146 Idaho 700 (2009). (R., pp.32-33, 62-63.)
After the parties submitted responsive briefing, the district court concluded that
the State's appeals must be dismissed. (R., pp.69-73.) The district court held "that the
current state of the law is that a dismissal at the preliminary hearing stage is not an
appealable order under I.C.R. 54.1, given the clear language of Loomis 'strictly
prohibit[ing]' a right of appeal from dismissal after a preliminary hearing."
(quoting Loomis, 146 Idaho at 704).)

(R., p.72.

The district court declined to carve out an

exception for dismissals at the preliminary hearing stage where the remedy of refiling

The February 14 Response Brief is one of the items attached to the Motion to
Augment the Record and Statement in Support Thereof filed by Mr. Daniels on
August 8, 2014.
1

2

the complaint was not available because refiling would be outside the statute of
limitations. (R., p. 71.)
The State filed Notices of Appeal from the district court's Order dismissing the
appeals. (R., pp.35-38, 75-78.) The Idaho Supreme Court consolidated those appeals.
(R., pp.79-80.)

3

ISSUE
Did the district court err by dismissing the State's appeals from the dismissal of its
complaints at the preliminary hearing where the statute of limitations had facially run,
likely preventing any re-filing of the complaint?

4

ARGUMENT
The District Court Correctly Dismissed The State's Appeals Because Idaho Law
Establishes That The State Has No Right To Appeal From The Dismissal Of A Criminal
Complaint At The Preliminary Hearing Stage
A.

Introduction
Mr. Daniels asserts that the district court correctly dismissed the State's appeals

because Idaho law establishes that the State has no right to appeal from the dismissal
of a criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage.
In the Appellant's Brief, the State argues that the district court erred when it
dismissed the State's appeals, because the State could not refile the dismissed
complaints due to the statute of limitations and the State may appeal a dismissal at the
preliminary hearing stage where refiling is not an adequate remedy. (App. Br., pp.4-7.)
But Idaho law actually establishes that the State has no right to appeal from the
dismissal of a criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage.

The State's

argument to the contrary has no basis in Idaho law or logic. The State's argument is
essentially an equitable argument to carve out an exception to the strict prohibition
against the State's right to appeal, but this equitable argument fails because the equities
here do not favor the State.
State's appeals.

Policy considerations also support the dismissal of the

Thus, the district court's order dismissing the appeals should

be affirmed.

B.

Standard Of Review
Jurisdiction is an issue of law over which an appellate court exercises free

review. State v. Barros, 131 Idaho 379, 381 (1998). "[W]hen an appeal is taken from a
non-appealable order, it should be dismissed-if not by motion of one of the parties, by

5

the Court itself-for lack of jurisdiction." State v. Loomis, ·J46 Idaho 700, 702 (2009).
On appeal, an appellate court "will uphold the decision of a trial court if any alternative
legal basis can be found to support it." Hanf v. Syringa Realty, Inc., 120 Idaho 364,
370(1991).

C.

Idaho Law Establishes That The State Has No Right To Appeal From The
Dismissal Of A Criminal Complaint At The Preliminary Hearing Stage
Idaho law establishes that the State has no right to appeal from the dismissal of a

criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage. Idaho Criminal Rule 54.1 provides
that certain decisions by a magistrate may be appealed to the district court, including
orders "granting a motion to dismiss a complaint." I.C.R.

1(c). While Rule 54.1 (c)

"appears to allow a party to appeal any order dismissing a complaint," the Idaho
Supreme Court has "interpreted the rule more narrowly in order to give effect to the
provisions of related rules.

In [State v. Ruiz, 106 Idaho 336 (1984 )], we held that a

magistrate's order dismissing a criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage is
not appealable." Loomis, 146 Idaho at 702.
The Loomis Court also held: 'The better rule is to strictly prohibit the State's right
to appeal from dismissals of criminal complaints at the preliminary hearing stage so as
to prevent lengthy and expensive criminal proceedings and the squandering of public
resources."

Id. at 704.

Thus, Idaho law establishes that the State has no right to

appeal from the dismissal of a criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage.
The State's argument that the Idaho Supreme Court has held otherwise is
illogical. Although the Idaho Supreme Court held in Ruiz that the State may not appeal
"from a dismissal of a complaint when the remedy of refiling is available," Ruiz, 106
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Idaho at 338, it does not follow that the Ruiz Court additionally held that the State may
appeal from a dismissal of a complaint when the remedy of refiling is not available.
The State's argument that the Ruiz Court made that additional holding (see App.
Br., pp.4-5), is illogical because it commits the logical fallacy of "denying the
antecedent." See generally Stephen M. Rice, Conventional Logic: Using the Logical
Fallacy of Denying the Antecedent as a Litigation Tool, 79 Miss. L.J. 669 (2010). "The

proposition that 'A implies B' is not the equivalent of 'non-A implies non-8,' and neither
proposition follows logically from the other. The process of inferring one from the other
is known as 'the fallacy of denying the antecedent."' Crouse-I-finds Co. v. lnterNorth,
Inc., 634 F.2d 690, 702 n.20 (2d Cir. 1980); see Agri Processor Co. v. NLRB, s·14 F.3d

1, 6 (D.C. Cir. 2008); Edwards v. Riverdale Sch. Dist., 188 P.3d 317, 320 (Or. App.
2008). Thus, the State's proposition that the State may appeal from the dismissal of a
criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage when the remedy of refiling is not
available does not follow from the Ruiz Court's holding that the State may not appeal
when the remedy of refiling is available.

See Crouse-Hinds Co., 634 F.2d 702 n.20.

The State's argument, because it commits the logical fallacy of denying the antecedent,
is illogical.
Because the State's argument has no basis in Idaho law or logic, it is essentially
an equitable argument that this Court should carve out an exception to the strict
prohibition from Loomis in this case, where "the statute of limitations ran after the filing
of the complaint but before the dismissal."

(See App. Br., p.3.)

But the State's

argument also fails as an equitable argument. The equities here do not favor the State.
Although the State filed the complaint in the 2009 case in May 2009, only about a year
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after the alleged crime was supposed to have occurred in April 2008 (R., pp.9-10), the
State did not serve the arrest warrant until September 2013, over four years after the
date of the filing of the complaint and over five years after the date of the alleged crime.
(See R., p.15.) The State engaged in this dilatory behavior despite Mr. Daniels being

incarcerated in Idaho for most of the time between the filing of the complaint in
May 2009 and the service of the arrest warrant in September 2013. (See Response
Brief, Feb. 14, 2014, pp.1-2.)
It is troubling that the State would now seek an exception to the strict prohibition
against the State's right to appeal from the dismissal of a criminal complaint at the
preliminary hearing stage from Loomis after engaging in this dilatory behavior, where it
easily could have instead served the arrest warrant on Mr. Daniels during the years he
was incarcerated in Idaho, conducted a preliminary hearing, and refiled within the
statute of limitations if the magistrate found no probable cause.

See I.C. § 19-402. 2

Thus, the equities here do not favor the State's argument for an exception to Loomis.
The State's argument fails as an equitable argument.
The same policy considerations from Loomis and Ruiz also support the district
court's dismissal of the State's appeals here. Allowing an appeal in this case would
"result in unjustifiable delay." See Ruiz, 106 Idaho at 337. While the respective alleged
crimes in Loomis and Ruiz each happened about three years before the Idaho Supreme
Court reviewed those cases, see Loomis, 146 Idaho at 702, 3 the alleged crime here

The statute of limitations for the alleged crime provides that the complaint must be
filed within five years after the commission of the alleged crime. I.C. § 19-402. Thus,
the statute of limitations period here elapsed in April 2013. See id.
3 The statute of limitations in effect at the time of Ruiz required that the complaint be
filed within three years after the commission of the alleged crime. See Clark v. Meehl,
2
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happened over six years ago, meaning the delay between the alleged crime and review
by this Court will be at least twice as long. (See R., pp.9-10.) "Such delay cannot but
inure to the detriment of both the prosecution and the defense insofar as the availability
of or the recollection of witnesses are concerned."

See Ruiz, 106 Idaho at 337.

Because of the increased delay here, the detriment to the parties in this case would be
even greater than it was in Loomis or Ruiz.
Further, by permitting appeals after such lengthy and unjustifiable delays, the
State's argument "would absolutely ensure that individual cases are not resolved in a
timely and cost-effective manner." See Loomis, 146 Idaho at 702. Allowing the State to
appeal under these circumstances would also "increase the appellate case load of our
district courts and require those district courts to second guess the exercise of
discretion by the magistrate courts." See Ruiz, 106 Idaho at 337. In sum, the State's
argument would lead to the very "lengthy and expensive criminal proceedings" and
"squandering of public resources" that the strict prohibition from Loomis is designed to
prevent. See Loomis, 146 Idaho at 704. Thus, the same policy considerations from
Loomis and Ruiz support the district court's dismissal of the State's appeals.

Idaho law establishes that the State has no right to appeal from the dismissal of a
criminal complaint at the preliminary hearing stage.
contrary has no basis in Idaho law or logic.

The State's argument to the

As an equitable argument, the State's

argument fails because the equities here do not favor the State. Policy considerations
also support the dismissal of the State's appeals.

Thus, the district court's order

dismissing the appeals should be affirmed.

98 Idaho 641, 643 (1977). The present five-year period was adopted in 1992. See
1992 Idaho Sess. Laws, ch. 146, § 1.
9

CONCLUSION
For the above reasons, Mr. Daniels respectfully requests that this Court affirm
the district court's order dismissing the State's appeals from the dismissal of the
complaints at the preliminary hearing stage.
DATED this 1ih day of August, 2014.

BEN P. MCGREEVY
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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MAGISTRATE JUDGE
1115 ALBANY STREET
CALDWELL ID 83605
DUFF MCKEE
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